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This guidance is a gereral statement of policy: it does not establish or
affect legal rights or responsibilities; it does not establish a birding nomm
and is not finally determinative of the issues addressed; Agency decisions in

any particular case will be made applying the law arxd regulations on the basis

of specific facts and actual action.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF THIS GUIDANCE

This guidance on preparing Resource Conservation ard Recovery Act (RCRA)
Statement of Basis Documents and the Response to Comments (RIC) has been
developed to present standard formats for documenting RCRA corrective action
decisions and to clarify the roles and responsibilities of the requlatory
agency in developing and.issuing decision documents. The decisicn documents
addressed by this guidance are the Statement of Basis (SB) ard the RIC. SBs
ard RICs should be prepared when corrective action is implemented through
either a permit or enforcement order. The SB amd RIC represent doouments
similar in purpose to the proposed remedial action plan and Record of Decision
(ROD) employed by the Superfund program to fulfill the recquirements set forth
under the Camprehensive Envirormental Response, Campensation ard Liability Act
of 1980 (CERCIA).

This guidance has been prepared on the basis of the Hazardous and Solid
Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA), the final National Oil amd Hazardous Waste
Contingency Plan (NCP), the proposed 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 264
Subpart S and 40 CFR Part 124.

The primary purpose of the SB/RTC guidance is to standardize the format
‘of the SB ard RIC. Remedies selected in the RCRA program may be reviewed by
the public on a national as well as a loecal level, Standardizing these remaiy
decision documents will:

* Provide consistency among Regions with respect to the organization
and contaent of decision documents

* Promote clear amd logical presentations of rationales for remedy
selection decisions based on facility-specific information and
Supporting analysis.

The chapters included in this guidance address the following aspects of
the RCRA remedy selection process:
Chapter 2 presents the standard format for the SB ard discusses key
elemerts to be included in each sectian.

Chapter 3 presents the standard format for the public notification of
the public comment pericd.
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5 discusses the documentation of no effective remedial action
and contingency remed; decisions.

Chapter € presents an example SB after which individual site-specific
SBe can be patterned.

Chapter 7 presents an example RIC after which irdividual site-
specificmcanbepatteﬂad. 'IheKr'Cpr&sentedinthisguidame
includes the regulatory ercy's response to caments, in addition to
a brief description of the selected remedy and rationale behind the
selection.

This guidance does not addrees situations when the selected remedy is
changed or modified after the permit modification has became final or an
enforcement order implementirg the remady has been i . Procedures
urdertaken to reflect the amended remedy should proceed in acoordance with
either 40 CFR Part 124 or the terms specified in the enforcement order.

This section describes the relationship between the decision documents
addressed inthisquidanceardthewerallR:RAcorrectiveactimpmcﬁs
(Figqure 1-1). Each stage of the corrective action process is briefly
sumarized below.

1.2.1 THE RCRA FACILITY ASSESSMENT

corrective action process. An RFA (or éguivalent investiqation) is
prior to the issuance of a permit, and in many cases, pricr to the issuance of
a corrective action order.

The RFA is a process for:
. Identifying amd gathering information on releases at RCRA facilities

« Evaluating amd jdentifying solid waste management units (SWMUs) 4
ated units, andothe.rareasofcormrnforreleasatpall:redia
(additional SWMJs may be jdentified after the RFA as 3 result of

further investigations)




+ Hazarg Identification

Issuance of Enforcement Order or
HSWA Permit

Y

RCRA Facility Invesugation (RFT)

» Work Plan

+ Facility Characterization

* Risk Assessment

* Laboratory and Bench Scale Studies

v

Corrective Measures Sl:ucly (CMS)
* Development and Screening of Remedies
* Dewailed Analysis of Remedies

!

Public th.iﬁcadon of Proposed Remedy, Administrative Record,
and Draft Permit Modification (where applicable)*

Stalement of Basis (SB)

* Present Proposed Remedy and Information Repository
* Present Discussion of Remedial Alternatives

* Indicate Cleanup Levels or Goals

Y

Public Comment Period
* Public Responds to Proposed Remedy
* Possible Public Hearing/Meeting

Response to Comments (RTC)

* Agency Identifies Selacied Remedy
* Agency Responds to Comments

y

Issuance of Order/Order
Amendment or Permit Modification

Y

Corrective Measures Implementation (CMI)
* Remedial Design

* Remedial Construction

* Operation and Maintenance

RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) I

Figure [.1: RCRA Corrective Action Process

* The administrative record should be aceesible 1o the public during the entire
COITECU Ve aCtion process.

1-3
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Making preliminary determinations regardlng releases of concern ard
the need for further acticns and interim measures at the facility

Screening from further investigations those SWMUs which do not pose a
threat te human health arnd/or the ervirorment

Helping the regulatory agency to identify, evaluate, prioritize, and
to initially clean up those facilities which present or may present
thegreatzstthreattohlmanhealtharritheemmentaspmscnbed
in the Envirormental Priorities Initiative (EPI).

During the RFA, Envircrmental Protection Agency (EFA) or State
investigators will gather information on SWMUs and other areas of concern at
RCRA facilities, evaluate this information to determine whether there are
releases that warrant further investigation or cther action at these
facilities, and upon campletion of the RFA, determine the need to proceed to
the second phase (RCRA Facility Investigatien (RFI)) of the process.

Eadnoftheﬂmreestepsofthe?fﬁpmcasmquuestneoollectzmard
analysis of data to support initial release determinations:

Step 1: The preliminary review focuses primarily on evaluating exn.stmg
informaticon.

Step 2: The visual site inspection entails the onsite mller:tim of visual
information to cbtain additional evidence of release.

Step 3: The sampling visit fills any data gaps that remain upon campletion of
the preliminary review and visual site inspection by abtaining
sarpling and field data. Sampling is not always necessary if
sufficient data was gathered during steps 1 and 2 of the RFA process
to adequately identify the hazards at the facility.

1.2.2 INTERIM MEASURES

Interim measures (IM) for corrective action may be initiated, when
appropriate, prior to the initiation or completion of the RFI, Corrective
Measures Study (OMS), or Corrective Measures Implementation (OMI). Decisions
concerning IMs are made based on the immediacy and magnitude of the potential
threat to human health or the envirament, and the implications of deferring
the corrective action until the RFI/OMS is campleted. Implementation of IMs
rust be consistert with regulatory agency priorities and must be based on
protection of lman health and the envirorment. It is not necessary to
prepare a SB or a public notice for IMs implementation.



*
\

OSWER Directive 9902.86

1.2.3 RCRA FACILTITY INVESTIGATICN

Ifﬂnmﬂatozyaqemydetem:esﬂntamisnmsa:y, the cwner
orcperatorwillberequiradtoperfamaRFIeitherwderapamit schedule
cf corpliance or under an enforvement order. This determination will
generally be based on the results of the RFA and will identify specific units
or releases needing further investigation. The RFI can range widely from a
small specific activity to a camplex multimedia study. The investigation
generally includes the characterization/ identification of the hydrogeological
setting, the type and concentration of hazardous waste or hazardous
constituents released, the rate and direction at which the releases are
migrating, and the extent over which releases have migrated.

The regulatory agency ensures that data and informaticn submitted by the
owner or operator during the RFI adequately describe the release(s), and can
be used to make decisions regarding the need for and focus of a CMS. The RFI
also includes a camparison of release characterization data against
established health and envirormental criteria. At the campletion of the RFI,
2 report is prepared by the cwner or operator summarizing the investigation
findings. The requlatory agency then interprets these results to determine
whether a OMS is necessary,

Informaticn generated during the RFI is used not only to determine the
potential need for OMI, but also to aid in the selection and implementation of
these measures. While conducting the RFI, the owner or operator must collect
data which may be needed to select and implement the appropriate remedy (ies) .
The findirgs of the RFI provide the rationale and basis for the OMS.

1.2.4 OORRECTIVE MEASURES STUDY

If the need for corrective measures is verified durirg the RFI process,
the owner or operator is then responsible for performing a OMS. During this
step in the corrective action process, the owner or cperator will identify,
evaluate, and recomnerd specific remedies that will remediate the release(s)
based on a detajled engineering evaluation of the data and the corrective
measure technologies. For same facilities, the OMS may be relatively straight
forward, ard an extensive evaluation of a mumber of remedial altermatives will
not be npecessary. The remedies evaluated by the owner or operator, alorg with
the owWner or operator's recomendations, are doamented in a final report.

As discussed in the June 26, 1987 "Criteria for Elimination of
Headquarter's Concurrence an Selectad RCRA §3008(h) Orders" memorandum
(directive rmmber 9904.3), U.S. EPA Headmquarters maintains a 21-day
consultation role for corrective measures decisions made in conjunction with
§3008(h) orders. When tha 21- day cansultation is in effect, regions should
sumit the order or corrective measures decision to Headquarters for review.
If Headquarters does not raise issues during the consultation period, then
agreement can be assumed ard the region may issue the order or decisian. If a
da.saqrea:mbetml-badqmrte.marﬂmgxnl staff camnot be resolved, then

1-5
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thea,ztstarﬂiﬂ?issuésshalldbeniSEiWithmnaqaﬂTt.

1.2.4.1 public Comment period for Selection of Repedv(ies)

The redqulatory agency's proposed remedy for 2 facility is presentad to
the public in a SB, ard, where applicahle, rhe draft pernit modification. The
SB provides a prief sumary of all of the alternatives studied in the detailed
analysis phase of the RFI/CMS, highlighti.rg the key factors that led to the
jdentification of the proposad remedy. SBES prepared in conjunction with draft
pexrmit modifications must pe drafted in accordance with 40 CFR 124.7. SBe
prepared in conjunction with enfore oprders are not required by requlation
to adhere to 40 CFR 124.7. However, these regulations ard this guidance
supplarentead\ctherardmaybeussi incomerttndraftsas.

ThErenneﬁyPrcp:sedinmeSBisaﬁeﬂiatbestmtSthBapplicable

S for remedies ard decision factors presented in Figure 1-2. The
rarﬂdYselectionproceSSaspr&smtﬂi in this guidance issinplytobeusedas
guidance until the Subpart g requlations are prmulgated. These decision
fac:t.orsarerurtherdj_smssaﬂinthep s rule. i
available for public ment, in addition to the aaministrative record,
including the RFI and QIS Reports, ard, where applicable, the draft permit
modification. The public may cament on the RFI and OMS, as well as the

proposed , at this time. 1f warranted, the regulatory Yy
recuire the owner or cperater ©o perform additional QfSs o pablic
comment. Additional studies may be to a modified
enforcement order, a new enfo order, Or permit carditions.

ro 40 CFR 124.17. This RIC must be prepared in accordance with 40 CFR 124.1

A RIC should also be prepared after the public canment pericd but prior to

those facilities undertaking corrective action pursuant to an enfo

order. I1f the proposed remedy is selected for implementaticn, grcs shauld

finalized within 30 work-days after the public comertt pericd ends. More ti

r..:ybeneededtofimlizemmxentheprmosedrenadyismtselected for
plezrentatim.

The requlatory agercy's response to public caments and the remedy (ie
mle:tﬂﬂbyﬂnmﬂamrymmndalsobemmntﬂintmm.' A
Which documents the solected remady for 2 facility will serve three Daslic
functians:

. aespaﬂsmgmwtsracsivadm:m, crpriortnthep.xblicm
pericd

. Describestheudxrdmlpnmeteﬁotmnselecudzmdy, specif
the treatment, engineering, ard jnstitutional camponents, as well

1-6




FOUR GENERAL STANDARDS FOR CORRECTIVE MEASURES
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possible further
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Figure 1-2: Evaluation Criteria for Corrective Measures
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remediation goals

« Provides the public with a consolidated source of information about
the facility and the chosen remedy, including the raticnale behird
the selection.

. 1.2.5 CORRECTIVE MEASURES IMPLEMENTATION

The permit modification or corrective action order provides the
framework for the transition into the next phase of the remedial process, OMI.
The QI program includes designing, constructing, operating, maintaining, amd
monitoring the performance of the remedy(ies) selected to protect human health
and the envirorment.

1.3 ADOITIONAL TNFORMATION

This guidance addresses only the preparation of the SB and RIC. Other
guidarnce documents that address other stages of the corrective action process
are also available. Because preparation of the SB relies to a great extent on
the informaticn collected ard analyzed during the RFI/QMS process, the RFI
Guidance (OSWER Directive 9502.00-6D, May 1989) may be particularly useful.
Many portions of the SB contain summaries of information that are generated
during the RFI ard OMS. Additional sources of information on the corrective
acticn process and remedy selection are listed in Chapter 8 of this guidance.
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THAPTER 2
WRITING THE STATEMENT OF BASIS
2.1 TROCUCTION

EPA is committed to providing a meaningful opportunity for the public to
be informed of and participate in decisions that affect them and their
camunities. The administrative record is the basis for corrective action
decisions and can be a tool in fulfilling EPA's public involvement cbiectives.
The SB and draft permit modification (if applicable) are the public
participation documents that summarize the corrective action options and
preferences and solicit public camment. This chapter presents the purpose of
the SB ard a suggested outline and format for drafting it.

2.2 PURPOSE OF THE STATEMENT OF BASIS

The administrative record is the documentation assembled during the
corrective action process. Figure 2-1 provides an overview of this process.
The 5B summarizes the information contained in the RFI/OMS reports and the
administrative record, and is designed to facilitate public participation in
the remedy selection process by:

+ Identifying the proposed remedy for a corrective action at a
facility and explaining the reasans for the proposal

* Descriking cther remedies that were considered in detail in the RFI
and OMS reports

+ Soliciting public review and camment on all possible remedies
considered in the RFI and OMS reports, ard on any other plausible
remedies

+ Providing information on how the public can be involved in the
remedy selection process.

The SB is a public participation document and is expected to be widely
read. The SB, therefore, should be written in a clear and conciss manner
using nortechnical langquage. In addition, the SB should direct the public to
the RFI ard OMS reports as the primary source of detailed information on the
corrective measures analyzed, as well as other site-specific information.

The SB describes the propoeed remedy, but does not select the final
remedy for a facility. This approach allows for additiomal information to be

2-1
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considered during the public cament pericd. Following this period, public
cament and/cr additional data may result in changes to the remedy. or in
another choice of remedy. After the requlatory agency has considered all
comments from the public, the final decision, selecting the remedty, or
determining the need to develcp ancther option, is documented in the RIC.

In erphasizing that the proposed remedy is only an initial
recamendation, the $B shoauld clearly state that changes to the proposed
remedy, or a change from the proposed remedy to ancther alternmative, may be
made if public comments or additional data irdicate that such a change would
result in a more appropriate solution. The final decision reqarding the
selected remedy(ies) should be documented in the final permit modification (if
applicable} with the accampanying RIC after the requlatory agency has taken
into consideration all camments from the public. An important function of the
SB is to solicit public coment on all possible altermatives (altermatives not
evaluated in the (MS may be proposed by the public at this time) .

2.3 WRITING THE STATEMENT OF BASIS

The SB summarizes essential information fram the RFI and OS reports.
The RFT and OMS reports should be referenced in the SB. The SB should: -

* Briefly summarize the envirarmental comditions at the facility as
determined during the RFI '
.* Identify the proposed remedy

* Describe the remedial alternatives evaluated in sufficient detail to
pProvide a reascnable explanation of each remedy

+ Provide a brief analysis that supports the proposed remedy,
discussed in terme of the evaluation criteria,

Bxhibit 2-1 provides a recammended outline of the SB. Variations to the
outline may be made as appropriate.

The following subsections provide more specific guidance on the key
elemaents of the SB.




EXHIBIT 2-1

CUTLINE FOR THE STATEMENT OF BASIS

FIRODUCTION

+  Provide facility name and loccation.
. I.ntroduce document's purpose, which is to:
Identify proposed remedy and explain rationale for preference
-~ Describe all remedies analyzed
- Serve as camanion to the RFI/OMS and administyative record
file
Solicit public irvolvement in selection of a remedy(ies).
. St.r&,s importance of public irput on all altermatives, including
options not previously studied.

FROPFOSED FRMEDY
+ JIdentify proposed remedy.
EACILITY BACKGROUND

+ Provide brief overview of site.
» Describe site history.
» Provide brief sumary of the RFI.

SUMMARY OF FACILITY RISKS

. Prw:.de an overview of the following:
Contaminated media
- Chemicals of concern
- Baseline exposure scenarics (e.g., routes of exposure--current
and future land-use scenariocs) -
- Qurrent and potential facility risks (including both
carcinogenic amd noncarcinogenic threats).
- Discuss ecological risk(s), as appropriate.

SCOPE OF

+ Describe scope of prublem that the remedy will address.

» If it is a phased remedy, describe the role that each phase will
adkdress,

+ Idemtify how the remedy or each phase of the remedy adiresses the
problem.

2-4




SuMe

EXHIBIT 2-1 (contirued)

Y O

Provide brief narrative description of altermatives evaluated in
detail during the (M5 (may include engineering campcnents,
treatment camponents, estimated present worth cost, implementation
time, and the major standards asscciated with the alternative(s)).

EVALUATION OF THE PROFOSED REMEDY AND AITERNATIVES

Introduce the evaluation criteria.

Provide the rationale for the proposed remedy by profiling it
against the evaluation criteria and highlighting how it compares
with the other remedies.

Discuss methods that will be used to monitor the remedy's
effectiveness.

Discuss the how the proposed remedy will protect human health and
the ervirorment.

PUBLIC PARTICTPATION®

Describe previous or ongoing public participation activities and
how they impacted the remedy evaluation (if appropriate).

Provide notice of public comment peried (written comments are
erncouraged) .

Note time and place for a public meeting(s) (if they are scheduled)
or offer opportunity for meeting.

Provide the location of administrative record files and
information repositories amd times that the record is available
for review (e.g., 9-5 weekdays, or only upan appointment).

Name and phone mumber of person to cantact for more information.

Public includes the general public, the owner or operator, and
other parties (e.g., public interest groups, cther regulatory
agencies).

2=5
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2.4 SECTION _BY SECTION DESCRIPTION OF THE STATEMENT OF BASIS
2.4.1 INTRODUCTION

This introductery section shaudd include the facility name and
location. The public should be informed of the function of the SB in the
remedy selection process, specifically, that its fourfold purpose is to!

+ Identify the proposed remedy for corrective action at a facility amd
explain the reasons for the proposal

- Describe the other remedial options considered in detail in the OMS
report

Solicit public review of ard comment on all remedial alternatives,
including those not previcusly studied

«  Provide infermation on how the public can be involved in the remedy
selection process.

A clear statement should be made that the SB highlights key information
from the RFT and OMS reports but is not a substitute for these documents. The
SB should refer the reader to the RFI and OMS reports ard administrative
record as more camplete sources of information regarding the corrective
action. The first section of the SB should stress that public input on all
alterpatives, ard on the information that supports the altermatives, is an
important contribution to the remedy selection process. The public should be
encouraged to submit comments ard should be informed that their comments can
influence the requlatory agency's proposal. The peint should be made that the
~ final corrective action plan, as presented in the final permit medification or

corrective action order and RIC, could be different from the proposed remedy,
depending upon new information or an argument that the regulatory agency may
consider as a result of public camments.

2.4.2 PROROSED REMEDY

The proposed remedy should be identified. Further discussion of the
proposed remedy in terms of the decision criteria should be included in t.he
"Bvaluation of Alternatives" section of the SB.
2.4.3 FACILITY BACKGROUND

The facility background should include a facility rap depicting the

facility's location and the areas of concern. This section should also
include a brief description of the facility, including the history of waste
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generaticn, management, treatment, storage, and/or disposal that has taken
Place, the major contaminants of concern, the contaminated media, and the
extent of contamination. : )

2.4.4 SUMMARY OF FACILITY RISKS

Although performing a risk assessment (RA) is not a requirement of the
corrective action process, it is strongly recammended that a RA be conducted
as a part of the RFI. The scope of the RA will depend on facility
characteristics. This section of the SB should summarize the extent of
contamination at the facility and the risks posed to human health and the
ervirorment using information developed during the RFI. The summary of
facility risks should include key firdings made in the baseline risk
assessment conducted as part of the RFI. This d¢iscussion should:

» Identify contaminated media
Identify contaminants of concern

* Describe exposure pathways (e.g., routes of exposure—ground water,
surface water, air, and soil)

+ Describe the potentially exposed populatien

+ Discuss envirormental risks as appropriate (ecological receptors
potential exposures, and potential effects of exposures) .

< Describe how current risks campare to remediation goals (the overall
remediation goal of 10 should be used as the point of departure in
situations where there are no existing standards, such as MCIs).

The description of facility risks should not rely sclely on standard
numeric risk representations (such as cancer pisks of 10° or a hazard
quotient value of 22). These risk rumbers should be accampanied by a
discussion that explains, for example, that a cancer risk level of 10~ means
that one additicnal persen aut of a thousand is at risk of develcping cancer
if the facility is not cleaned up. Similarly, for noncarcinogenic effects,
the discussion of the hazard ¢quotient ard hazard index should state that a
hazard quotient (the ratio of the level of exposure to an acceptable level)
greater than 1.0 indicates that the exposure level exceeds the protective
level for that particular chemical. If the hazard quotients for imdividual
chemicals are less than 1.0 but the sum of the hazard quotients for all
substances in an exposure medium (i.e., the hazard index) is greater than 1.0,
then there may be a concern for potential health effects.
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In addition, for proposed remedies other than "mno action," this secticn
of the SB should include a statement such as:

PActual or threatened releases of hazardous constituents fram
this facility, if not addressed by the proposed remecy or ancther
remedy, may present a ¢urrent or potential threat to hngnan health
and the ernvirorment."

2.4.5 SCOPE OF CORRECTIVE ACTION

This saction of the SB should summarize the overall strateqgy for
remediating the facility and describe how the remedy being considered in the
SB fits into that overall strateqgy. _

If the response is being carried out in a phased OMI plan, the purpose
of each phase and their sequence should be described. TFor example, the
following language could be included in this section:

"This is the second of three planned phases for the
facility. The first phase provided the cammnity with an
alternate water supply to prevent ingestion of contaminated
grourd water. This phase addresses remediation of the
contaminated ground water, one of the principal threats
posed by the facility. The third and final phase will
address the contaminated soil, which represents the source
of the ground water contamination which is the other

) principal threat posed by the facility."

As the above exarple illustrates, the SB's description of the overall
facility strategy and the functicn of the proposed remedy should indicate how
and through what action or series of actions the principal threats posed by
the facility will be addressed. This section of the SB should help estaplish
the basis for the finding made in the RIC as to whether or not the selected
remecdy is protective of huan health and the envirorment.

2.4.6 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

The Summary of Alternatives section should provide a brief narrative of
the remedies studied in the detailed analysis phase of the OMS report. This
description may include the treatment technology(ies): engineering controls:
institutional controls; quantities of waste hamdled: implementation
recuirements; estimated construction, operaticn, and maintenance costs; and
estimated implemertation time frame associated with each remedy.
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These descriptions also should incorporate the major stardards
associated with each option. For example, standards associated with a souree
control remedy, such as RCRA Subtitle € or D closure standards, should be
incorporated into the discussion, as appropriate. For treatment based
remedies, the standards associated with treating hazardous substances (e.q.,

that assist in gauging the overall effectiveness of the remedial altermatives.
Figure 1-2 presents information on the organization of the criteria ard the
majer peints that should be considered under each criterion. The SB should
surmarize all alternatives with respact to the applicable criteria. More
specifically, the SB should address the following elements with regard to the
proposed remedy:

* The section should include a description of the technical features
of the ~mady. This description mist be caplete encugh to enable a
reviewer to determine that it camplies with the stardards for
protectiveness, attairment of media cleamyp stardards, source
control, and waste management practices imposed on all
RCRA remedies.

Media cleamp stardards should be identified.

* The canditions that the owner or operator must fulfiil to
demonstrate campliznce with the media clearnp stardards established
in the remedy selection process should be discussed. In addition,
anytedmiqlnsthatwﬂlbeusedtonmitortlurmedy's
effectiveness should alsoc be discussed. For example, a mdified
permit/enforcemsnt order might require the cwner or operator to
contine monitoring groud water over a set pericd after a cleamp
sStandard has been achieved to ensure that the level is not
Subsecuently expeeded. In addition, the permit/enforcement order
mightdismsstheclea:mpstamazdsthatapplytothemdia
undergoing corrective action. Again, specific details on campliance
meamirements might not be available at remedy selection, but would
be adiressed through remedy design.

* Any procedures the cwner or operator must follow to remowve,
decarttaminate, or close units or structures during remedy
implementation should be discussed, as well as any post-closure care
requirements that will be imposed.

2-9




EXHIBIT 2-2 .

STANDARDS THAT MAY APPLY
TO RCRA QORRECTIVE ACTIONS

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA):

-~ Maximm Contaminart Ievels (MCIs): and
- ML Geals (MAGs).

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C (Hazardous
Waste Requirements):

- Closure (i.e., landfill or clean closure)

Subpart F Ground Water Monitorirmg (J.nr:lud;n;

post-Closure care)

Subpart X Miscellaneous Units

Subpart AA Accelerated Air Emissions Standards

Llocation Standards

Minimm Techrology

Subpart O Incineration

lLand Disposal Restrictions

Unit-Specific Design and Operating Stardards (e.g., for tanks,
cexttainers) -
Part 261 - Identification ard Listing of Hazardous Waste

Part 262 - Standards Applicable to Gensrators of Hazardous Waste
Part 263 - Standards Applicable to Transporters of Hazardous

- Prcposed Subpart S Corrective Action for Solid Waste Management
Units at Hazardous Waste Management Facilities.

RCRA Subtitle D (Solid Waste Requirements).

Clean Water Act:

]

Federal Water Quality Criteria (FWQC)
Publicly-Owned Treatment Works (POIW) standards
Effluent Limitations and Guidelines

Requirements for Dredoe and Fill Activities.
Taxic Substances Control Act (TSCA):

- Polychleorinated biphenyls (PCB) Stargdards.
Claan Air Act (CAA):

- National Ambient Air Quality Stardards (NAMS)
- State Implementation Plan (SIP).

State Standards.
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#

*+ This saction should discuss the schedule for initiating and

campleting all major technical f.eatx.lre.s ard milestones of the

remedy.

The SB should use the evaluation criteria to profile the performance of

the proposed remedy. In additicn, the proposed remedy should be briefly
corpared to the other alternatives under the appropriate criteria.

The conclusion of this section of the SB should include a summary that
says, based on information currently available, the proposed remedy provides
the best balance of tradeoffs among the alternatives with respect to the
evaluation criteria. This section should state that the proposed remedy
satisfies the following criterija:

Be protective of human health and the ervircrment

Control the sources of releases so as to reduce or eliminate, to the
maximm extent practicable, further releases that may pose a threat
to human health and the enviromment

Attain the media cleamp standards

Camply with applicable stardards for management of wastes.

2.5 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

"The public should be informed of the following:

Dates of the public comment period

Cate(s), time(s), and location(s) of the public meeting(s) scheduled
(offer to hold a meeting upon request if ane has not been scheduled)

Location of information repositories and administrative record
file(s), ard hours of availability

Names, phone mumbers, and addresses of the regulatory agency
persannel who will receive camments or supply additional
information.
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CHAFTER 3

THE NEWSPAFER NOTIFICATION OF PROPOSED CORRECTIVE ACTION
AND AVATIABILITY OF THE AIMINISTRATIVE RECORD

This chapter summarizes the quidelines for the newspaper notification,
which announces the availability of the SB, the RFI/OMS reports, the
administrative record, and, where applicable, the draft permit modification.
In addition, the newspaper noctification presents guidarce on procedures for
the public cament period.

3.1  PROCEDURES

Upon campletion of the RFI and OMS, the agency should prepare a SB ard
draft permit modification (where applicable) and mtlfy the public of the
availability of the RFI/OMS reports, SB, draft permit modification (where
applicable), ard administrative record. The following quidelines are -
recommerded:

+ Publish a notice and brief analysis of the SB ard make the
appropriate doouments available to the public.

+ Include sufficient information in the notice and analysis as may be
necessary to provide a reasocnable explanation of the proposed remedy
and a list of tha remedial alternatives analyzed during the MS.

+ Publication should include, at a minimm, publication in a major
local newspaper of general circulaticn. In akdition, each item
developed, received, published, or made available to the public
shauld be available for public inspection amd copying at or near the
facility or site where the corrective action is being considered.
Public libraries, schools, and county courthouses can be used to
house a copy of the administrative record when the facility is not
located in proximity to the regional or state office.

+ In addition to English, publications should be printed in dominant
secory] languages where applicable.

For those facilities undertaking corrective action to satisfy permit
conditians, the agency must notify the public of the availability of the
RFI/QS reports and the draft permit mdification pursuant to 40 CFR Part
124.10.
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3.2 WRITING THE NFWSPAPER NOTTFICATION

The agercy's newspaper notification should include a brief abstract of
the §B, which describes the remedial altermatives analyzed during the QS ard
identifies the proposed remedy. The notice should be published in a widely
read section of the newspaper, rather than in the classified advertisements,
obituary section, or legal notices. Key elements of the notification are
summarized below.

3.2.1 SECTION BY SECTION DESCRIFTION OF THE NEWSPAPER NOTTFICATION

Newspaper notifications of permit acticns must be prepared in accordance
with 40 CFR Part 124.10(d). Exhibit 3-1 lists requirements for public notices
pursuant to 40 CFR Part 124.10(d). Newspaper notifications prepared for a
facility undergoing corrective actian under an enforcement order should alse
discuss the specific items specified in 40 CFR 124.10(d). The elements listed
below provide an outline for the newspaper notification.

- Fagility Name and Location. The notice should include the proper
facility name and location.
+ The Date and Iocatjon of a Public Meeting (if scheduled). 1If a

meetirng has not been requested or scheduled, the notice should inform
the public of its right to request one.

. Public Particivaticn. The notice should inform the public of its
role in the remedy selection process and provide the following
information:

- The lecation of the information repositories and administrative
record

- The metheds by which the public may submit caments
= The dates of the public coment period.

: ed Remedy. A brief statement of the major
cnrponentsoftluprcposedzanaiyslnﬂdbemclnﬂad

l.Lst c:orrectlve masu.re a.lte.rnatlva eva.lmted in the detailed
analysis phase of the OMS.

+ Request for Public Comments. The notice shauld emphasize that the
agency is soliciting public camment on all of the corrective measure
alternatives, as well as on the proposed remedy. It should include a



EXHIBIT 3-1
SUMMARY OF §124.10(d) PUBLIC NOTICE REQUTREMENTS

Public Notice Requirements

124.10(d) (1) (1) Name and address of office processing permit action.

124.10(d) (1) (1i) Name and address of permit applicant.

124.10(d) (1) (i1i) Brief description of facility activities.

124.10(d) (1) (iv) Name and address of agency contact.

124,10(d) (1) (v)  Brief description of the camment procedures.

124.10(d) (1) (vi) The location and availability of the administrative
record. :

124.10(¢d) (1) (ix) Any additional information considered necessary or
proper.

124.10(d) (2) (i)  Date of previous public notices relating to permit.
124.10(d) (2) (ii) Date, time, ard place of hearing,
124.10(d) (2) (ii1) Brief description of the nature of hearing.
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clearstatamntthattheprq:osedremedyisonlyaprélimimry
detaminatimarﬁthatcthercptionsomldbesela:tedastheremedy
based upon public comment, new information, or a reevaluation of
existing information. The readers should be referred to the RFI/QS
repart and other contents of the administrative record file for
further information on all of the remedial alternatives considered.

3.3 PCBLIC CoMMENT PERIOD

The agency should provide a reasonable opportunity for sutmission of
written and/or oral camments and an cpportunity for a public meeting reqarding
the proposed remedy, the RFI/CMS veports or any information contained in the
administrative record for the draft permit modification or corrective action
order. Pursuant to 40 CFR 124.10(b), the agency mst allow at least 45 days
for public cament on draft permit medifications. It is recomerded that 30
to 45 days be allowed forp:blicmrentmtheprcposedremedyw\enﬂxe
corrective action is implemented through an enforcement order.

The agency should make the relevant docaments available to the public at
the time the public camment period begins. In addition, the agency should
ensure that any factual informatian relied upon during the remedy selection
process is included as part of the administrative record and is available to
the public during the public comment pericd.

prior to the puklic camment period. However, the agerncy should inform
cammenters that iftheywishtomremtcmmssmittedbeforetm
comment peried receive an agency response, they should resubmit camments that
were initially made during the RFI/QS process durirng the formal public
comment period. Written camments shauld be included in the administrative

Agency personnel may find it usefyl to request that comments voiced
during public hearings also be submitted in writing at that tixe. This
practice will hﬂpﬂaeagercytorespaﬂtomementsata later date
should an immediate response not be available. ‘
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CHAPTER 4
ELEIENISOFTHEFINALDEXZISIONANDRESPONSETD@NENIS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

+ Identification of the selected remedy

. Anydunganadetotheprcposedraredyduetoments

* Rationale for not selecting an alternate remedy or making revisions
tcﬂmeselectadrmedyassxmestedbyacamnter(s) )

* How the selectad remedy differs from the camunity or owner or
ocperator's proposed remedy

.. Anyaltemtimmﬂadthatmremtevaluatedinthecﬁam
why they were not included.

ocamments were htegratadintomedecisimmlu‘mpmcss. Fourth, the RIC
provides a contemporanecus written record of the requlatory agency's RIC.
This will enable a court, Cr any intarested party reviewing the selected
remety, to determine whether the regulatory agency provided a reasocnable RTC
in the record. An adequate RIC is essential in deferding final permit
modifications or orders during remedy implementation negotiations or in
Judicial proceedings. _

To serve these purposes, the RTC should be a cancise and camplete
Summary of cammernts received from the public, including the owner or cperator,
durirqthepublicccunem::eriod. The comments shauld be acoampanied by the
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regqulatory agency's responses. Responses should be clear, accurate, ard
carefully written. Exhibit 4-1 presents an cutline that may be used to draft

the RIC.

The RIC is prepared for the signature of the Regiocnal Administrator (RA)
or the signatory of the decument that is implementing the corrective action
(e.g., corrective action order or permit modification). The final permit
madification should be accompanied by the RIC. If the selected remedy differs
from the proposed remedy as discussed in the SB, the final permit modification
or order will reflect such charges. These changes should be specified and
explained in the RIC (refer to 40 CFR 124.17(a) (1) for permit modifications).

In the event that camments are not submitted during or prior to the
public camment pericd, nor is a public hearing requested, a RIC shauld still
be prepared. In such -ases, the RIC - 1 present the selected remedy, state

“hat caments were nc submitted, and _.clude a declaration that the selected
remedy is protective human health and the enviromment.

4.3 WRITING THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
The RIC should:

«  Identify the selected remedy(les), taking into accoutt the comments
received during the public comment period :

.  Idertify caments raised during the public coment peried
» Respord to public caments

. Discuss any future actions that will accampany the implementation of
the selected remedy.

Additional quidance on preparing the RIC is available in "Guidance on
Public Inmvolvement in the RCRA Permitting Program," (OSWER Directive
§500.00=1A, Jarmiary 1986).

4.4.1 INTRODUCTION

This introductory section should include the facility name and location.
Thepzblicslmldbeinformdofthef\mctimofthem'cinthermedy
selection process. Most importantly, this section should clearly explain how
the requlatory agency considered armd responded to the camments received,




EXHIBIT 4-1 :
FINAL DECISION AND RESEONSE TO COMMENTS
[FACTLITY NAME]

INTRODUCTION
The RIC documents for the public record:

*

Concerns and issues raised during corrective action planning

Caments raised during the comment period on the proposed remedy,
RFI, or OMS

How the requlatory agency cansidered ard responded to these
CONCRINS.

SELECTFD REMEDY
Briefly discuss:

The remedy(ies) selectad for implementation at the facility

Brief justification to support the selection of the corrective
measure(s) using the evaluation criteria.

FUBLIC PARTTCIPATION ACTIVITIES
- Briefly discuss:

Activities conducted by the requlatory agency to elicit public
participation and to address spacific concerns ard issues (e.q.,
small group meeting, news cmfererne and progress reports)

Iheextentofthep:blicamentpenod,ufnnitstartedarﬂerﬂed

Note whether regulatory agency staff met with concerned citizens
or corducted cther cammmication activities during the cament
pericd, such as a public mesting or availability of technical
staff to respend to questions. Mention the location, time, ard
level of atterdance of public meeting(s), if hald.

FUBLIC COMMENTS AND THE AGENCY'S RESPONSE

Briefly describe camments on the proposed remedy, RFI, or OMS frum
other requlatory agencies, local officials, and private citizens.
Camments should be immediately followed by the regulatory agency's

4=3
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L4

resporse. This section should address the following (where applicable):

+ Categorize camments by major issue or topic addressed, where
appropriate.

«  Provide a verbatim list of the camments received, each followed by
the regulatory agency's response. Where necessary, the camments
and responses can be summarized under the categories as campletely
as possible.

. Discuss the level of concern over each of the major issues.

. Document any modifications or changes in the proposed remedy as 2
result of camments.

.+  Give the reasons for rejecting the public's, or owner's, or
cperator's proposed remedy if the requlatory agency's selected
remedy is different.

+  Document, in detail, any remedial altermatives provided by the
public which were not evaluated in the OfS, and explain why they
were not evaluated. ..

FIIVEE _ACTIONS
Briefly explain:

* + Any future actions the regulatory agency will take as an integral
part of remedy implemertation (e.g., post-closure permitting,
closure plan approval).

DECIARATIONS

This section should state that the régulatory agency has determined
that the corrective action being taken is appropriate and will be
protective of human health and the envirorment. The saction should
conclude with the signature of the RA, or other person deemed appropriate
by the requlatory agency, and the date the documert was signed.




CSWER Directive 99032.6

¥

4.4.2 SELECTED REMETY

This secticn of the RIC shaild identify amd summarize the major
treathent campanents of the selectad remedy, as well as any engineering
controls or institutional controls that will be part of the remedy, This
secticon should also describe how the selected remedy will provide adequate
Protection of human health and the envircrment. The evaluation criteria used
to select ard justify the remedy should be discussed in this section.

4.4.3 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ACTIVITIES

The cammnication activities urdertaken by the requlatory agency during
the public comment peried should be identified in this section. This section
should alse identify when the public camment pericd was in effect, amd
where/when public meetings or gatherings were held. '

4.4.4 COMMENTS RAISED DURING THE OOMMENT PERIOD AND THE AGENCY'S RESFONSE

Coments received, followed by the requlatory agency's response, should
be listed in this section. where hecessary, camments and the requlatory
agency's response can be categorized by major issue and topic addressed. The
ievel of concern over each major issue and the extent that this issue was
raised should also be included in this section.

the requlatory agency respond to all significant camments. This section
should alsc reference ary new supporting information placed into the
adninistrative record in response to camments. In addition, any remedial
altematives provided by the public which were not evaluated in the s should
be discussed to the extent that information is available. If the changes made
are major, the regulatory agency should consider the need for additional
notice and opportunity to comment. Additional cament opportumnities are
particularly appropriate if information cbtained after the SB was prepared is
relied upon to change or select ancther remedy.

4.4.5 FUTURE ACTIONS
regulatory agercy will take as an integral part of remedy implementation
(post-closure permitting, clesure plan approval). The opportunity for public
participation for future actions should be made available.
4.4.6 DECLARATICONS

This section should provide the final declaration that the selected
remedy is protective of human health and the envircrment. This section also

provides the space for the RA or other person deemed appropriate by the
requlatory agency, to corcur with the selected remedy. Generally, the persan

4=5




OSWER Directive 9902.6

that signs the document irplementing the corrective action (e.g., permit
medification or enforcement order) should sign the RIC.



GSWER Directive 9902.6

CHAPTER 5
DOCUMENTING LIMITED SCOPE REMEDIAL ACTIONS
AND CONTINGENCY REMEDY DECTSIONS

Thischapterpresentsgudarcempr@arirqmessfortmunimtmes
of corrective action:

* Limited scope remedial actions
+ Contingency remedies.
This chapter defines these decisions and cutlines the modifications that

should be made to the standard SB format described in Chapter 2 when
documenting limited scope remedial actions or contingency remedies.

The regulatory agency may determine that limited scope remedial action
is appropriate at a facility due to limited available techrologies, site
corditions, or the nature of the comtamination at the site. For eamle, it
is possible that the process of remediating a wetland would result in greater

‘infeasible,duetotheriskstomewrkars,themty,arﬂthe
envirorment that would result fruntheuseofmrrenttechmlogy.

When a "limited scope remedial action" is implemented, same assurarce
that exposure pathways are restricted is needed. Any "limited scope remedial
action” should be accompanied by assurance that the public is restricted fraom
being exposed to the hazardous situation. The SB should discuss all actians
that will be taken to protect the public from exposure. For example, the SB
may proposé that bottled water will be supplied to the public and the public
drinking water wells be restricted from use.

In general, the regulatory agency identifies the proposed remedy in the
SB amd the draft permit modification (where applicable) and selects the remedy
to be implemented in the final permit modification or order ard accarpanying
RIC.
There are limited situations, however, in which additiaonal flexibility

5~-1
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Tay be required to ensure implementaticn of the most appropriate remedy at a
facility. In such situaticns, the regulatory agency may determine that a
permit modification or order with a selected remedy accawpanied by a
contingency remedy is appropriate.

This option serves two purposes. The first is to promote the use of
innovative technologies. An innovative treatment techrology may appear to be
the most apprepriate remedy for a facility during the OMS but more testirg is
heeded during design to verify the technology's expected performance
potential. If there are uncertainties about an innovative treatment
technolegy, then the regulatory agency may elect to include a proven
technology as a contingency remedy in the SB and draft permit modification
(vhere applicable}. The second situation that may be appropriate for
contingency remedies is where two different tachnolegies urder consideration
appear to offer camparable performance on the basis of the decision factors,
such that both could be argued to provide the "best balance of tradeoffs."
Under such circumstances, the SB may identify one as the proposed remedy and
the other as a contingency remedy and specify the criteria whereby the
contingency remedy would be implemented.
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CHAPTER 6§
EXAMPIE STATEMENT OF BASIS

6.1 EXRAMPLE STATFMENT OF BASIS

The following is an example of a SB which follows the standard format
presented in Chaptar 2. The model facility is imaginary and any similarity
with an actual facility is purely coincidental.

EIO INDUSTRIAL CUMPANY
Nameless, Tennessee

INTRODUCTTON

This SB for the EIQ Industrial Campany explains the proposed remedy for
¢leaning up the contaminated soils and explains the reasons for this proposal
identified in the draft permit modificatien or propased corrective action
order, if applicable. In addition, the SB includes sumnaries of cther
remedies analyzed for this facility. EPA will select a final remedy for the
facility only after the public coment periocd has ended ard the information
submitted during this time has been reviewed and considered.

EPA is issuing this SB as part of its public participatim
responsibilities wder RCRA.

This document summarizes information that can be found in greater detail
mmemamcﬁmmmmmrmmmmmemmsmnve
record for this facility. EPA and the State encourage the public to review
-thesecﬂuerdmﬁhordertogainamrecmprﬂmemivewﬂmtarﬂhgof
the facility and RCRA activities that have been conducted there,

EPAmymcdiryﬂﬁeprqnsadmadyorsalectmrrmedybased'mmw
information or public comments. Therefore, the pablic is encouraged to review
and camrent on al]l altermatives. The public can be imvolved in the remedy
selection process by reviewing the docmments contained in the administrative
record file and attending the public meeting scheduled for Jume 22, 1990.

PROFOSED REMEDY

The U.S. EFA [or state agency] is proposing the following remedy to
address the contaminated media at the EIO facility:

- Excavate 7,500 yd® of contaminated soils
~ EBmploy a low temperature volatilization step to capture the highly
mabile Volatile Organic Constituents (VOCs)
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- Stabilize soils )
- Dispose of treated soil onsite in a capped unit.

A more detailed discussinn of the proposed remedy is included below.
A BACKGROLR

In 1947, the EIO Industrial Company began disposing of septic waste at
its plant located at 129 Franklin Street in Nameless, Termessee (see Figure
6-1). 1In the late 1960s, the campary also began to accept shipments of
hazardous waste. Wastes were stored in 13 storage tarks in the S-acre tank
farm area. Ihewastasubsequentlywerepmpedtosevenwﬂinedlaqw's. The
site ceased operation in August 1987, ard is anrently in the closure process.

During facility operations, soils at the tank farm area were
contaminated by wastes spilled during pumping and from leaking tanks.
Although the lagoons were emptied ard backfilled with clean soil by the EIO
Irdustrial Comparny in 1981, the subsurface soils in the S-acre lagoon area
vere contaminatad, In addition, both the municipal well, located a mile from
the facility, and several residential wells, located within a half mile, have
been contaminated by wastes from the facility. B

Between 1986 ard 198§, the EIO Industrial Campany conducted an RFI and a
QS pursuant to permit conditions/enforoement order. They were corducted to
identify the types, quantities, amd locations of contaminants and to develop
ways of addressing the contamination problems. The results of these studies
are as follows:

. Onsite surface soils in the former lagoon and tank farm area are
contaminated with varying levels of lead, chramium, and cadmium

. Onsite subsurface soils mt!maﬁormrlagoma:ﬂta:ﬂcfamamare
contaminated with trichloroethylene (TCE), other chlorinated
aliphatic ard polyniclear aramatic hydrocarbans, and lead

« A nearby mmicipal well is contaminated

. Aplmofccntaminatadgmmdwatarextexﬂs from the site to the XYZ
River.

SUMMARY OF FACTILITY RISKS
During the RFI, ananalysiswasca:hctedtoestinatatlnhealﬂaor

ernvircrmental problems that could result if the soil contamination at the EIC
facility was not cleanad up. This analysis is camonly referred to as a
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baseline risk assessment. In conducting this assessment, the focus was an
direct ingestion of the soil by a c¢hild playing in the area. The analysis
focused on the major contaminant of concern, TCE. TCE is a volatile erganic
corpourd that is known to cause cancer in laboratory animals and thus is
classifiod as a carcincgen. TCE is a highly mobile contaminant that typically
migrates through the soil into the grourd water.

Sarpling of the soil at the facility found that the average
concentration of TCE in the s0ils was 140 parts per million. This
concentration level is associated with an excess lifetime cancer risk of 107.
This means that if no cleamp action is taken by EPA, cne additional person
per one thousand has a chance of contracting cancer as a result of the
exposure to TCE-comtaminated soil. This estimate was developed by taking into
account various conservative assumptions about the length and quantity of
exposure endured by a person arnd the toxicity of TCE.

EPA and the State have determined that in cleaning up the contaminated
soil at the EIQO facility to a concentration of 13 ppm of TCE, the excess
lifetime cancer risk posed by the facility following remediation will be
recuced to 10°. This cleamp target would reduce the probability of
contracting cancer as a result of exposure to the contaminants in the soil to
one additional perscon in one million. Because there are no Federal or State
cleanup standards for contamination in soil, this cleamp target was
established for this site as part of the risk assessment conducted during the
RFI. The cleanup target was established to reduce direct contact exposure to
an acceptable level, as well as to ensure that the migration of the TCE into
the grourd water is minimized.

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous constituents from this
facility, if not addressed by the proposed remedy or one of the other remedies
considered, may present a current or potential threat to human health ard the
ernvircrment.

SCOPE OF CORRECTIVE ACTION

The prublems at the EIO facility are camplex. As a result, EPA has
divided the work imto three manageable phases. These are as follows:

+ Phase One: Remediation of Contamination in the municipal well.
« Phass Two: Remediation of Contamination of the ground water
aquifer,

+ Phase Three: Remediation of Contamination in the soils,

EFA has already selected remedies for Phases One ard Two (the municipal
well and the contaminated ground water) as noticed in the July, 1989 (permit
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medification/order) and accompanying RIC, The cartaminated ground water is a
pPrincipal threat at this site bacause of the potential for direct ingestion of
contaminants through drinking water wells. Both of the actions for Phases One
arnd Two are in the oM stage, whidamansﬂaattheargineersare&velopin;
specific plans for implementation of the remedty. Actual constructicn is
pPlanned for March 1991,

Thethirdmaseaddr%sesmemntammdsoilsinthelagmnmﬁtank
farm area. This contigxmsargawasdetemxingdtobeaprimipal threat at

treatment and/or contairment, and to recduce the migration of contaminants from
the soil to ground water.

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives analyzed for Phase Three are presented below. These
are nmnberedtooorresporﬂuithttmhLmbeminﬂmeQﬁReport. The
alternatives for the soil cleamip are the followiryy:

+ Altermative 1: No Actien.

* Alternmative 2: Capping. :

* Altermative 3: Excavation, Treatment of Volatile Organic Campourds in
a Vaporization Locp, Lime Stabilization of Soils,
Capping, ard Disposal Onsite.

* Alternative 4: Excavation and Offsite Thermal Destructian,

<+ Alternative 5: Excavation, Onsite Thermal Destruction, and

Solidification,

EIO has calculated the following costs associated with each altermative
and the time needed for implementation:'

Capital  Anmual Operational & Presernt Morths to

1 0 0 0 0
2 740,485 18,120 910,260 5
3 4,666,000 41,000 5,050,150 12-15
4 39,056,421 26,200 39,301,905 36-72
5 42,463,300 26,200 42,708,780 30

These numbers are purely hypothetical and do not represent
Agency determinations of remedial cost.

6=5
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Altermative 1:
NO ACTION

The "no action" altermative is oftsn evaluated to establish a baseline for
corparison. Under this alternative, EPA would take no further acticn at the
site to prevent exposure to the soil contamination.

Alternative 2:
CAPPING

The contaminated soil would be left in place and a 24-inch campacted cap
wauld be installed over the entire 10 acres of contaminated surface soils in
the tank farm and lagoon areas. The cap would be designed to meet the RCRA
landfill cleeure standards in 40 CFR 264.310, which, among other things,
smcifythatthepemea.bilityofthecapm;stbelesstl';anorequaltothe
permeability of the natural underlying soils at the facility.

Alternative 3:
EXCAVATION, VOLATILIZATION, STABILIZATION, AND DISPOSAL ONSITE

The 7,500 yct3 of VOC-cantaminated soils from the tank farm ard lagoon area
would be excavated, To remove the highly mobile VOCs, a low temperature
volatilization step would be inserted into the Cleamp process between
excavation and lamdfilling. Gramular activated carbon (GAC) canisters would
separate the volatile contaminants from the soils leaving only the less mobile
organic and metal campaurds in the soil to be landfilled onsite. All-
contaminants subject to the Lard Disposal Restrictions will be treated to the
treatment stardards specified in 40 CFR 268. Approximately 99 percent of the
VOCs would be removed by this treatment process. The used carbon canisters
would be shipped offsite to be regenerated. :

The treated soils would then be returned to the lagoon and tank farm area
ard stabilized with the 3,500 yd’ of metal-contaminated soils not previcusly
excavated, The lagoon and tank farm area would be regraded and revegetated
and capped in accordance with the standards for RCRA landfill closure in 40
CFR 264.310.

Altermative 4:
EXCAVATION AND QOFFSITE THERMAL DESTRUCTION

All 11,000 y&’ of contaminated soils would be excavated, transported, and
destroyed in an offsite thermal destruction unit. This thermal destruction
process would address the VOCs in the soil; however, metals would remain in
the ash and would require proper disposal. The excavation process would leave
the site "clean,” requiring no long=term management controls., The offsite
thermal destruction unit would carply with technical standards for
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incinerators, which include stack scrubbers and other recovery mechanisms to
ersureﬂmtmmaatedhazazdmssubstarpesarereleasedintothe_
erviromnent. The incinerator would destroy 99.99 pervent of the VOCOS in the
contaminated soils. The resulting ash would be properly handled amd disposed
of by the operators of the thermal destruction unit.

Altermative 5:
EXCAVATION, ONSITE THERMAL DESTRUCTION, AND SOLIDIFICATION

A mobile, thermal destruction unit would be brought to the site, and
11,000 of cartaminated soils woeuld be excavated and destroyed ansite.
This thermal destruction process would address the VOCs, but the metals in the
soils would remain in the ash. The cnsite thermal destruction unit weuld
camply with technical standards for incinerators. Off-gases and scrubber
wastes fram the thermal destruction unit would be collected and properly
disposed. This incinerator would destroy 99.99 percent of the WCs in the
soil. Residual metals and ash would be solidified and disposed of offsite in
a RCRA Subtitle ¢ facility.

The proposed remedy for cleaning up the soils (the source control phase)
at the ETO facility is Altermative 3—Bxcavation, Volatilization,
Stabilization, and Onsite Disposal in a capped unit. 7This section profiles
the performance of the proposad remedy against the four general stardards and
the five remedy decisiaon factors, noting how it capares to the other cptions
urder .ctmside.ratim.

1. Qverall Protectjon. All of the alternatives, with the exception of the
"no action” alternative, would provide adequate protection of human
health and the envirormment by eliminating, reducing, or controlling risk
through treatment, engineerimg controls, or institutional controls. The
proposed remecly would treat the volatile organic contaminants in the
soils, stabilize the remaining wastes, and cap the remaining residuals
to reduce the risks associated with direct contact and minimize the
migration of contamination from the ground water.

Because the "no action" alternative is not protective of human heaith
ard the envirument, it is not considered further in this analysis as an
option for this facility. :

2. Attaimmsnt of Media Cleamp Standards. All alternmatives would meet
their respactive media clearup standards of Federal ard State
enviramental laws. Because the proposed remedy would imvolve the
excavation ard placement of hazardous waste, campliance with all
applicable lard disposal restrictions (LIR) stardards must be ensured.

3. Sontrolling the Sources of Releases. All of the alternatives would be
effective in reducing, to the maximm extent practicable, further

6-7
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releases of contaminants to the gropd water, surface water, air, and
cother scils. The proposed remedy would remove the VOC oontamination in
the soils throwugh volatilization and control the release of metals by
stabilization.

Corpliance with Waste Management Standards. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5,
which irvolve soil excavation and either treatment or offsite disposal,
would caply with the applicable requiremerts for the management of
solid waste. This would assure that the management of wastes is
corductad in a protective manner.

Iong-term Reliabjlity and Effectiveness. The proposad remady would
reduce the inheremt hazards posed by the volatile organic campaunds in
the contaminated soils. The treated soils would still be contaminated
with other organic and metal compourds; however, the long-term risks of
exposure to the remaining contaminants in the soils would be reduced by
stabilizing and sealing the soils in the capped area, which would
prevent migration of the contaminants to ground water, surface water,
air, ard other scils. A groud water monitoring system would be
installed around the lagoon and tank farm area to assess the
effectiveness of the treatment ard disposal in the closed area.

Altermatives 4 and 5 would permanently destroy most of the orvanic soil
contamination (TCE, Polymiclear Arcmatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)). The ash
generated by the thermal destruction units, however, would be
contaminated by those metal campaurxds not destroyed by this process.
Urder Alternative 4, the ash would be disposed of in an offsite lamdfill
to protect against risks of future human contact. Under Alternative S,
the contaminated ash wold be solidified to prevent the possibility of
human contact. The solidified waste would be disposed of o:isite in a
RCRA Subtitle C landfill.

Alternative 5 would remove all waste to a permitted, offsite landfill,
theredy eliminatirg the long-term risks of exposure at the EIO facility.

The cap that would be implemented in Alternative 2 would provide
long-term reductions in the amount of water that ctherwise waalld pass
through the cataminated soils. This would reduce the generation of
contaminated leachate that could migrate to the ground water. Because
the highly mobile VOCs will not be treatsd, the cortaminated soils that
constitirte a principal threat would remain at the facility and would
pose potential long-term risks of exposure. The cap's effectiveness
would be evaluated through lang-term monitoring. The cap would require
long~-term maintenance, and portions of it might need to be replaced in
the futire. :

Recduction of Texicity, Mobility, or Volume of Wasteg. Only three of the
alternatives would treat the wastes to reduce the texdeity, mobility, or
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volune of the organics. Alternative 3 would irvolve treatment of the
most mobile contaminants, the volatile organic campourds. The treated
soils would still be comtaminated with less mobile organic and metal
caporns. These soils would be stabilized with the metal-cortaminated
scils in the lagoon and tank farm area and the area would then be
capped.

Alternatives 4 and 5 both would involve incineration processes that
would permanently destroy the organic contaminants. The contaminated
ash would be disposed of in a RCRA landfill. Alternative 2 achieves mo
reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume.

Short- E . Alternative 3 would cotain the treated soils
and reduce the possibility of direct human contact with contaminants
rore quickly than all the other altermatives, except Alternative 2
(i.e., capping). Under the proposed remedy, once the volatile organic
campourdds have been collected in canisters, there is same minor,
short-term risk of exposure to the camamnity during transportation of
the canisters to a treatment facility. All of the altermatives that
include excavation would pose saome short-term risks of exposure to VoCs
during the excavation process.

Because the capacity of onsite and offsite thermal destruction units is
limited under Altermatives 4 and 5, contaminated soils would be
stockpiled for up to € years. Under these two altermatives, the risks
of direct contact with stackpiled, contaminated soils would be increased
.until incineration has been completed because of dust. In addition,
there are same risks of exposure to air emissions fram the incinerators
ard the piles.

Implementability. Altermative 2 has few associated administrative
difficulties that could delay implemertation. Altermatives 3, 4, and 5
must recognize and cooply with LIRs. ‘The long-term monitoring that
would be required to establish the contirued viability of the proposed
remedy wauld be less extensive than would be necessary for Alternative
2. The activated carbon canisters that are part of the vaporization
step used in the proposed remedy are available in the area. In
contrast, there is uncertainty about the availability of adequate
capacity at an offsite incinerator. This could lead to delays of up to
6 years in implementing Altarnative 4. Because there is only one mobile
incinerator that could be used at the site, the implementation of
Altermative 5 may take over 2 years to camplete.

Cost. The present worth cost of the proposed remedy is $5,050,150. The
lowest cost altermative is Altermative 2 at $910,260. The highest cost
altermative is Alternative 5 at $42,708,780. Altermative 4 has a cost
of $39,301,905.
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In summary, Alternative 3 would achieve substantial risk reduction
through treatment of the principal threat remaining at the facility (i.e., the
mobile lagoon wa}ste) and by prwid:i.rg for the safe management of other

reduction more quickly than any of the other treatment cptions. Based on
infer-ation currently available, the proposed remedy provides the best balance
of ~radeoffs among the altermatives with respect to the evaluation criteria.
EFA and the State offpemesseebalievethatmeprcposedmedymﬂdbe
protective of human health ard the enviromment; attain media cleamup standards

practicable, further releases; and conply with applicable standards for
management of waste.

under each of the previous altermatives. The public is also invited to
provide camment on remedial altermatives not adiressed in the OMS. EPA has
set a public camment period fram June 22 through August 22, 1990, to encourage
public participation in the selection process. The camment pericd includes a
public meeting at which EFA will present the SB (amd draft permit ..
modification), answer questions, and acoept both oral and written camments.

The public meeting is scheduled for 7:30 p.m., June 22, 1990, ard will
be held at the Nameless Commmity Hall, 123 Market Road, in Nameless,
Temnessee.,

e administrative record is available at the following locations:

Nameless Public Library
125 Elm Street
Nameless, TN 00000
(101) 999-1099
Hours: Mon-Sat, 9 a.m. - 9 p.Mm.

ard

U.S. EPA Docket Roan, Region IV
Federal Building, 10th Floor
Atlanta, GA
(555) 555-1212
Hours: Mon-Fri, 8:30 a.m. = 4:30 p.R.
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Gamerﬁwﬁlbemizedmﬁmptwidedinmemm
Corments, The Respanse to Corments will be drafted at the conclusion of the
public cament period and incorporated into the administrative record. To
sand written camnents or cbtain further information, contact:

Jane Doe
Camunity Relations Coordinator
U.S. Envirommental Protection
123 Peachtree Street, Atlanta, GA 00000
(555) 555-4640. Toll-free 1 (800) 333-1515
between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. (Monday - Friday)
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